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v To the Congressgof'the Un1tgd States:
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A : \the Agricultural Act of 1970. s |
k. : - . '\ B . . . ~
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~ This' is the second annual report to the Congress ‘submitted by the President .
" on the "availability of government and government-assisted services to rural -
- areas".as required by Sectign 901(e) of the Agricultural Act of 1970. 'The re-
- port. pinpoints the $trengths and weaknessés of those Federal programs which .’
. have a significant impact on rural America, and identifies the Administration's ..

~ efforts toﬁremedy—existﬁngﬁdeficiencjesi S

o ‘ R T PR - - |
During the 196Q's ‘the trends continued whereby. rural counties and many -

central cities lost populatign and the suburban. areas mushroomed. - The forces

, responsible for these trends are also the forcés résponsible for Qverafifl'
"national economic. progress. Technological advarftes in.agricultére have greatly
‘reduced labor requirements so that only one farm worker is required in the péo-
duction of food and.fiber for 40 Americans. Although the Nation has benefited

by this progress, many rural peéple\and their communities have not.) Rural. areas

contain one-third of the country's population and encompass 90 percent of the. . -\
‘land area, but they contain half the poverty, almost two-thirds of the sub--

sfandard housing, andireqeive only one-fourth of the intome. .- A

.

N _have -been significant increases in the contentration of:
populatidn of our.Fand area. In- 1950, 10 percent of ‘our most.densely populated

. counties containgf about two-thirds of our population. By 1970, they held almost

*. 72 percent of our qpulation.'.From_avslightly different perspeﬁtive, we find’
that 70 percent of our total poputation lives in urban residential areas which
account for iny'Z'percent'%f-the land area® A T :

 Sinée 1950, th

o, . . . N . . fe e, ’ U o . )
"' Personal income is more concentrated geographically than population, re- .
" flecting the fact that urban ‘people have higher incomes -than rural._people. -
However, rural counties experienced a faster growth of per Capita income from
1959 to 1967 than/urban. counties. | e e A

v ) . o . . S . o . .

‘Althougir there are some encouraging elements in-the developmental trends

-.of rural America, achievement of this‘Adminisﬁration's‘commftmentvto_a sound
baldnce between riral and urban America will neither be easy nor. inexpensive.

But the long-run payoffs could be substantial. The forces generating the im--

balances are formidable and persistent. Attainment of a healthy population. ,

 distribution will take years, peghaps decades, to accompi*ish./ Nevertheless, * '~
some progress can he registered immediately.. Proposals and recommendations in ,
this report are consistent with: such objectives. Lo o

-

Ve - « > . .o . . N )
. This report includes programs which account for $178 billion (or 84.4 per-
cent) of the $211 billion in total Federal outlays for FY 1971.. It does not
ifclude those classes of expenditures which have 6nly a.-minimal inpact on rural
. development. The statistical basis for the analysis of a geographical distri-’
bution: of-Federal programs was ‘Federal program outlay- data compiled by the ]("
office of Ecohomic Opportunity, expressed on a per ¢apita basis. These data
. are the most comprehensive and conveniently. available. Yet they measure effort
rather than accomplishment which would be a mare desirable measure. -
o R ! . . 2 .
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" “On the basis of tHe rural definitions .in the proposed gural revenue sharing, -
. Federal outlays were disteibuted as follows: - o '

e T -PopuTatién S ' — Dutlays .

T L Dero T e 19717
o . Bl 5 P
: Millions ~  Percent .’ dol. , Percent. dol. Percent . -

orban . 130 . . e .18 g6 ey
. " Rural . 13 - 36 -1 - 34 61 .35
. i » § ‘.' e ) ) - ’ ‘:/ ' ’ oo : . s ‘o
Total : 203~ ~ 100 160 100 - 178 - 100 -

to

"X " T v - —
> - -

" Thus rural areas-receive a share of Federal outlays approximately in pro-
portion to the rural-urban population ratio. Further, the 1971 ratio shifted
. slightly in favor of rural-areas, compared ‘to 1970, e . .. : N

. A wide-variation exists in the geographical pattern of per capita outlays,
Ao for . individual programs, usually réflecting program aims. . The rural-lrban
3 ’ geographical incidénce .of. Federal outlays per capita is influenced by such
factors as the location of eligible recipients of program services, location
~.of physical conditiéns the programs are intended to modify, administrative and
 program efficiency in re]ation-tqapopu1ation}qoncentnqtioh~or density, local .-
. - leadership in acquiring the seRvices of Federal” programs, and the nature and
. extent of State or Gther. part] ipation. - ey R

o Gené?h11y§ totdl out]éys for farm pro ,ams'fé]até to'areas‘thét”prdduce.. )
‘products included jn the programs--whea feed grains, cotton, tobacco, dairy,
etc. : . , T e e . o - _
. 4 . . ’

. +
. . ,

. - .0 Except ferfthe'Appa1ach§9n.regidn and rural New England, there does‘nﬁt.
' appear to be a geographical pattern disadvantageous to rdral people in regard
to housing and communigy;development programs. = ., ” P
(A Féderal. outlays fprlbrogramsjof the_EcohpmitiDevé1bpmentiAdministration; -
and the Sma11‘Business-Administration vary widely within rural areas. L
. Smatler’urban centérs'appear'to.bé&the.major-beneficiaries of manpower
programs. - Within rura1'AgErica,fmanpower program services seem to be directed '
_to selected areas of high?i Indian reservations,’ ’

- ﬁEidence of rural poverty--
>,' . Appatachia, areas of migrant Jaborers, etc. . - " - L
o Health program 0dt1éys-an3‘edu6ation program outlays 'are more urban than
' ,*'rucal in orientation but vary widely geographically. - . : : -

~ “Department of Defense outlays tegd to concentrate in urban areas. © |

. . .
- . . * 3 . * ' B .
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BC The inherent tharacteristics of programs divide;them ihfo;thésejcafegorjesi"'_f
~ 1. Strongly urban, including model cities and. urban renewal. - | e
[ . ¥ . . . 4 . N . ’ ) e, .

vo2 ModerateTy'urban,»fncluaing.mahpower,'heélfﬁ;:apd Educé}iOn prégrémg}

3. ,Ne{thér rural .nor urban,'such as Social Securit} and veterané’_
pensions . PR o S |
e ""4.'.Modenately.rural,'ihcluding'Ed omi? Development Adhfnistrpf%pn and - '
o Appalachian.and_othen regional -gcommissdon programs. . ~° - | Lo
s, S;rong]y_ruraT,'incTudinngdhm commodity, rural housing; yiral com- * -
. munity development, forestry;_conservatidn,~and outdoor recreation programs. - |
A new approach to the delivery of social services. is needed. 'Executive ,
reorganization is an importqnt,fifstmstep in this direction. . =~ P
. Over ‘the long run, achiéVing:§ rura]-urban balanee in human'resource pro-
gra@j;ervice§'§h9uld receive the Highest priority. "~ - B e L
\ R4 . [ L . . ) 5
These programs include: I T
i . P i R T oL .
. i ‘Education. - .Rural people have not had as.much schooling as urban peop¥e.

_There is an administrative problem of delivery of Federal educational funds to.
. “rural people, especially the.poor.‘»Imp]e@gﬁ%ation of the Administration's ‘

revenue sharing proposals ‘would help overcome the disparity in local support - -

of education. . o . ‘o . ¢

. 7 \ 4 Coe (g ) ) ';'_"."'..
S Mangower..)Direc'ted chief]y.ét/he disadvantaged, manpower prdgrams} tend

to be concentrated somewhat more:in/urban araas ‘than-in rural areas. "Because .
it is important to tie job opportunities to job training, adeption of,rur§<

* L nredriv, e
- the usefulness of manpower progrdms, in rural America. b

community‘development,reqrgahizatﬁon.and revenue sharing. proposals would increase

\ ,

e . He%]th,ﬁefviceS'ahd Facilifies. 'Rural areas cbht&in more thai half of the
: Nation's'chfonii%]ly i11, yet ¢gnly 17 percent of expendit&?es by health agencies

~ “of the Departmeny of Health, Education and Welfare in.FY 1970  were in nornmetyro- .
. ‘lpolitan areas. Aroposed legislation would do much to reduce medical costs and
assure medical services to rural péople. . = : oy

. Wé]farefAid. 'The‘growing:proportidn.of pur‘péop]e on welfare reveals tﬂe'
. weaknesses in our systems. - Generally, States-with, 1ower -payments ‘per,. recipiept
. ", have a higher prOportion of rural. people.” - Lt S v

P

. . . -
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‘The‘Adminfstr$k¥on S proposa]s for we]fare reform wou]d go far- toward
alleviating the deficiéncies in current welfare :programs and e11m1nat1ng
the d1screpancy 1n 1evels of support of e11g1b1e rural people.. — -

B e S
’ ’ e s

.o . A]though s1gn1f1cant 1mprovementq haVe‘been made in the de11very of"
- _ Federal program services to ﬁura] peoplé, some further pragress is needed
L to. proV1de rural people.with-an equ1tab1e share of human resource program .
v serv1ces.. -The attent&oﬁ’o%hthe‘tongress sheuld be given to this Adminis- -
: tration's proposa]s for welfare reform, health 1egIslat1on, and revenue
‘shar1ng/}6r “education, manpower tra1n1ng, ‘and’ rura] deve]opment .

.- \-. // y . ) ‘. V. . v {._'_ c '




N INTRODUCIION .
Th1s setond -annual. report on the ava11ab111ty of government and government
"assisted services to rural areas has been prepared in résponse to Section .. .
o “9071 (e) of the Agricultural Act of 1970 (footnotes. are in Appendix ‘at end .
- of the- report) It is .complementary to the President's recent message on '

Rural Deve]opment and the National' Growth Poliecy Report. It is designed
to explore in greater depth those Federal programs which have d signifi- o
cant impact on rural areas 1/, and to.identify those, Administration actions -

- and proposals ‘'which’ are des1gned to remedy ex1st1nn def1c1enc1es, )

..h

Emphasis 1n th1s report-is 7iven to: ,
! * ' ‘
(1) Income and popu]at1on trends in re]at1on tQ obJectlves for _
| ba]anced‘growth o0 s 5 - 'a\w B

Vs (2) Re]at1onsh1p of geograph1ca1 distribution-of Federal out]ays f O E' .
BN to the patterns of popu]at1on and, 1ncome change S \ ‘ L

e - (3) An eva]uat1on of the a]]ocat1on of Federa] out]ays betwebn = = °
"~ s " yural and urban areas with particular reference to educat1on,a o
: manpower, hea]th -and ‘welfare.services . e

,t4) Recent changes «in the a]]ocat1on of Federa] out]ays between T 3
' rura] and urban areas s _ e ’




.o . INCOME AND POPULATION TRENDS

- In his State of the Union Address of 1969, President Nixon said:

- "Vast areas.of rural America have. beeg emptied of ‘people- - - “~:\
and promise, while our central cities have become the -
- -Most conspicuous area. of failure in American Jife,"
The 1970 Cerisus of Population has supported that statement .-
|

_ ‘About 44 peréeht of the Nation's counties lost pbpu1atidn ddring the
. past-decade. Many[ten;ra] cities also lost population during 1960-1970.

. Yet major population gaihé occurred in the suburbs of large .metro-
politan areas. S - :

<

~ Concentration of about three~fourths of thé Nation's people in éityQ'
- strips along the Atlantic, Pacific, Gulf and Great Lakes shorelines appears
certain if recent trends continue. . : S P :
THE FORCES OF NATIONAL"PROGRESS N et T ' v -
. " ‘The forces "behind such population shifts in;thé‘past'éo to 30 years
.. are the same forces which brought us-‘national economic progress. -Techno- -~
"~ logical advances in rural “industries, especially farming,~have drastically .
reduced their labor requirements. Fewer. people -are required™in farming, -

mining, and otfier rural industries to supply the national and export-. -~ 4 f'

~demands’ for food, “fiber, coal, and other natural resource products, more -
people are freed for employment in manufacturing and services industries

which also enhance national progress.

o 'Currently,‘on1y abet one ‘urmworker produces the food and. fiber for. e
4Q other Americans. © - | P S

~ The Nation hasbenefited by this progress, but many, rural . communi-

- ties have not; Many“rura] argas now lack the jtality, to proyide adequaié;;;;;x~=;
coluasLoin > %WM@ .

L 'Some7d$ﬁ€ﬁzlﬁé%grgﬁVious effects of the technologital and ecoromic = -
-" forces underlying the migration patterns are rural. areas with many dilapi=-.
dated houses, rural populations with low educatiohal levels, a -dearth-of .
educdtional opportunities, and rural people isolated from the advances in -
health, social, cultural and economic opportunities experienced by other -

@

4 Y

S . ) | » - .. . /.' =

7/

,Amerycans.,,,_,——o L o a R

T



. °

\, . . . - -

~.

INCOME TRENDS.

. _TésdﬁeLtrehds in populatjsn and income concentration ¢an be ‘seen in
tabTE 1, . BTN S

"POPULATION AND

K

B " ... Since 1950, ‘thé pfrcent of total population Has declined
R . slightly in that 1 pXrcent of the land afes which was most =/
T ' densely settled. This means there was a faster national T
- population growth than a population increase in the central-

eriod. “Yet,.significant increases occurred when measured |
. . by proportions of population occupying the top 5, 10 and 25
: . Eerceqt of the land area ‘in density of settlement. Also, -
“the Gini ratios, depicting the degree of concentration,

v : ’ based upon whole counties -- or indépendent cities -='as units -
D - . of space). . P Lo "

.
[

.,By iné?udingfop]y urban residential areas of counties,
'_popu]ation~Qf‘the&Nation,-- more than. 70 percent of t
i aboutﬁZ'pewcgnt‘Of'the land area. _ e

the urban
he total -~ occupies

B The concent¥ation of the urban population on 2 pertent of the Tand area
. . does not, -in itself, warrant major concern. ’Because'bf/the way settlement
- ‘eccurs *in urban communities, the urban population will alwdys. require a_
" smad 1 percent of our land area for residential use. - L R

" The problem, rather, relates to thd distribution of sizes of &it%es,a _
. within the urban space. Most of the urban people reside in a small percéent
of the urban, places -~ those metropolitan areas with pepulation exceeding-a .

.- mitlion each. | | |
ﬁersonal indoms<wa§imbre‘éoncehtrated-in~5paée thanipgpdh V'. L
- lation, especially .in 1950 .dnd 1960 (1959),. but the ineréase
-~ 1in this concentration was slight after 1950, _This, the trends

in geographical dispersion’ of people and incone have differed,

Lo~ although the direction of change i e same, The greater

o * Goncentration of income than pogGlation ir .pace reflecte the
o . “higher per_capjtawiﬁ;gggsLOf/gﬁgén than rural people. It-also
. may reflegct better inctme earnin

urban than in rural areas. = .

g.opportunities and/or a highef
' cqspzpfflfvin_ o . -

¢ " -During t ijﬁiéé,{tﬁe'national'pop&]ati@ﬁ,jncfeaﬁé was 13.3 percent,
yet .more—t an half of the rural counties Tost population. The Tosses oc- .
*_curred more. flequently in the sparsely settled rural counties (table 2y, -
. g : f . . i . . s R k . : ~ - ‘ p‘ ) . -

" INCOME VARIES I RURAL COUNTIES - S

. Interestingly,-abeut three-fourths of %he sparsely settled rural coun- .}

. - ties: with population ‘Tosses showed per capita income gains exceeding the” -

. 7A'fhationa}graté of increase during 1959-67, It was those 212 sparsely set="
. tled rural counties with population losses and increases in per c%pfgi.in'

* 4% income below thé nattopal rate that were the'mostgadversely affected by the
o 'trends.‘“In‘additionl,tﬁe‘QZ,countigs in" the densely:settled rural group”

£ ]
. e .

Lo ¥ . . .
L. . o . * . R -
: T . 1.7 . - : .
4 .;‘?’ L . ) . 12 . v . .o .
N ‘ * . o ' . .
: . - i . ES . . .
B RN e e e . coe .

o

cities. Population in some:central cities declined in that =~ "

st . jncreased each decade after 1950, (The measures cited are -° -

o

p-
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Table 1 -~Measures of Conpentrqxlon of Popu]at1on and Pefsona] Income in the
- 3 Cont1nen al United States for Selected Years During 1950 1970 1/
\ ,

Proportion of 1ﬂnd ¥
: : area according ito ) , : : 2/
’ dens1ty of populla- Population L Personal  Income®!
' ~ tjon or income | 1950 1960 1970 1950 1959 1967
' \ . . | o,

o ~T---——Z==-Percent of IqtaT—---w—-#-f—----a--a v

Top 1 percent........ 35.6 355 34.9 . 34.0 3.2 - ,34.8

Top 5 percent......f. 56.8 ' 59.1 .%0.8 ., 62.5. 63.9  63.9
Top 10 parcent...... 67.2 70.2 7.8 T o753 7120 T2
/

Top 25“percent.: ..... . g82.8 84.9 8.3 188.2 '89 8" 90.0
~ Top 50 percent.. ..... 95.3 . 95.8  96.3 :Efu - 9%6.3 97 0 " 97.2

3/ - ; - - - ”.'r‘" R

Gini ratios¥ ...2.... 4769  .789 .802 "].ﬁ,é]Q .826 " .8%8
S _ N
| 4/ . ]\ [P 11151=] (SR DRSO .Y § -Vt [
Total= m‘11‘°”5""f 150.6_  178.5- 202,1-- 226,672 380,936 621,591
R : \\ . . C

T e

R
- . B »

A

»/ GeographIca] _un1ts were count1es and 1ndependent cTties_except for personal .
» income, for which, 1t was necessary to 1ﬁc1ude §ome multip e-cpunty areas as .-
units. , ; \ , I :

o ~ e
2

~ .
2/ &st1wat¢s ‘of persona] income by count]es were not available for the Cenfhs\e”>;
years-of 1960 and 1970. The 1959 personal income data is.based upon data
, from the Census of Population for 1960. The 1967 data. on’ personal income
were the most recent available with the detail requ1red for this analysis,
at the time these measures, wepe developed. These were ‘unpublished data
from the Regional- Economic Information System of" the Bureau of Economic:
Ana1ys1s Department of tommerce . ‘ Yy

3/ Gini Yatios.are measures pFf degree of concentrat1on whereby zero would be
no concentration, or equal-distribution, and un1ty would be the max1mum ~
concentrat1on or inequality. - .

. . o

4/ Continental U. S. only. o : | .
‘9’ - . ‘. - ' . '
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with popu]atjonj1osses and a lag in income increases reflect, to-some
extent, the adverse consequences of these trends. -7 C

~

~ Of the 3,068 counties, only 304 rura® counti€/both lost population
and experienced per capita income increases less than the national 'rate.
In 1970, ,the population.of ‘those counties'was‘54145,338,-down from 4.5
-million An 1960. ~ o o T
: : S . v
~ o ‘ . . :

It is ‘eficouraging to note that in-a fiigher proportion of rural than
urban counties per capita incomes. are increasing faster than the national
rate. 'As noted above, about three-fourths of the.counttes classified as
“sparsely settled rural” had per capita infome gains exceeding the national
percent gain during 1959-67. Only 38 peicent of the “urban" counties had
per capita income gains in excess of Ethe national percent increase, Al-
though these are percentage increase ﬁather'than dollar amounts, and, as
a whole, the dollar increments still are lower for rural than urban peopie,
_the incomeé trends are encouraging. : ‘

1 o ; _
Per capita income within the three groups of counties in 1959 and 1967

were as follows: ‘ , v
| . 1959\ 1967 Change, 1959-67
. . Amount . ~ Amount . Amount Percent
© Urban 133 counties)Y ... $2,461  $3,552  $1,001  44.3%
. Pensely-settled rurald/... 13723 2,596 873 .- 50.7-
c (1,090 counties) 5 -
sparsely settled rurall/c. 1,312~ 2,006 764 58.2
(1,644 counties) | . . L -
Continental U. S. ..... 2,135 3,149 Co,018 475
1/ See table 2. I

“The Agticultural Act of 1970 expresses a commitmént to a sound ‘baTance
~ between.rural and urban America. Section 702 (d) of the Housing and Urban
" Development Act of 1970 expresses a similar; commitment, Ach{evement of such
objectives will be neither easy nor inexpensive, but the lorig-run payoffs .
-could be substantial. ' ‘ j L v '

'# BALANCED DISTRIBUTION TAKES TIME % . T

o , . L . [~ : e
. The forc€® generdting the imbalances are formidable and persistent.
A balanced-geographical distribution of popylation or income will take-years,
“perhaps decades, to achieve, but progress tan be registered=immediately.
o ’ : SRR :

" The policies ana.programs adopted foﬁ Ehese'purpp§es'shou1d be géared
te long-term objectives. Proposals and recommendations contaired in-this
ranort reflect such ebjectives. : ! ’
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GEOGRAPHICAL DISTRIBUTION OF FEDERAL OUTLAYSﬂ
%his'report covers programé'which atcount for $178'bi13ion of thé{$211V
billion in total Federa] outiays for FY 1971. It does not ‘include -those

classes of expenditures’ which have, onTy an insignificant impact on rural
development. ’ AU . o

- For the Federal programs covered in this report, total Federal out-—.
lays 2/ per capita generally are only slightly higher in urban than in rural
areas, as indicated in the table below.. : o

On the basis of definitions :n the proposed -legislation fer Special
Revenue Sharing for Rural Development, the following are the 1970 population-
.-and most FY 1970 and 1971 Federal outlays (in millions of people or dollars):

- _Population,. - __Federal Qutlays
| : 1970 ' T970 _ o
" , percent : —PETCent —__rerncenmt
| Number of Jotal .‘ Amoynt of Total  Amount of Total
. Total .... 203.2 - $159,846 - - $178,022 . - . ..
‘Urban .... 130.5. 64.3 105,180 65.8 116,529 . 65,5
Rural .... '72.7 . 35.7™ 54,666 34.2 = 61,493  34.5

. In the‘abgresatg, rural éreas réceige'd'share of Federal 6utTays abprox-

- imately in proportion to the rural-urban population ratio. Further, the 1971

.

f

ratio shifted slightly in favor of rural areas as comparéd to the‘1970.ratib:*

REGIONAL VARIAT_IONS' R . e

Much of the $Par§e1yfpopu1ated—fura+—areas?ef—the'Western States have. .

high-level outlays per capita (more than the national average). These high
" per cdpita outlays occur for a number of reasons: - Y. .- .,
’ N . . : Vi ' . *

Federal outlays per capita,for a.number of programs are rela-
tively high for American Indians, and counties with *high concen-
‘trations of these people, but otherwise sparsely populated, will

. exhibit high per capita outlays, Similarly, ‘some areas of migrant
farm workers and Mexican-Ameridills in the West receive. relatively
high per capita Federal outl or manpower, and related program
services. ‘ . ‘ B R

High perfcapita outlays from, farm programs Qccur ﬁn the sparsely set-
tled commercial wheat production counties in the Great Plains and Pacific
Northwest, and 1in irrigated$cotton‘areaanf,the West and Southwest. .. =

. - . . 4
R

n) ¥ L - . . .
o : _

g

-
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~Depagtment of Defense, and other Federal installations in sparsely .
~settled counties of the West produce high per €apita Federal outlays for the
. local population. Public land management expenditures by the Departments of
the Interior and Agriculture have similar effects. These conditions result .

in higher per capita Federal outlays in the group of more sparsely populated -
rura]}couhties than in the more densely populated rural counties. o

) | . . ) .,

) vThelbveraif general per capita distribution of tota] Federal outlays is
high in urban areas and in the sparsely sgtt]ed.ruraf areas, '‘and low in the *
maore-densely settled fural areas. - PR R '

o , o
FARM PROGRAMS . o
The distribution of total outlays for farm programs in FY 1970 (the
latest fiigures available) corresponds.generally to the areas of commercial-
production of products included in the programs (wheat, feed grains, cotton,
tobacco, dairy, etc.). Per capita olitlays for these praograms may be Tow im
' counties of high commercial production but with a‘high proportion of noffarm
residents.” Examples of this can be observed in the Midwest and Pacific Coast
.~ States. Appalachia, the Northeast, the Ozark region, the Upper Great Lakes .«
region, and much of the Rocky Mountain region receive a smaller than average
« ... per capita-share of farm program outlays. o ' -
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT . ° 2

>
Y

A wide variation exists in the geographical pattern of per capita outlays

~« for housing and community development programs of  the Departments of Agricul- )

. ture and Housing and Urban-DeveTopment. The President has ‘proposed that .these =~ ¢

program elements be transferred to the proposed Department of Commuhity Devei- .
opment. Some rural counties, e5pecially in the West and in the South, receive
relatively high per capita gutlays for these programs.: Except for the Appala-
chian region and rural New England, there does not appearuto be a geographical
. ‘®

pattern that is disadvantageous’ to rural people. ~ .

MENT AND SMALL BUSINESS ' - S T
e . L ‘ - . I .
Programs of the Economic Development Administration (EDA) and the Small
. Busing&ss Administration (SBA) are.more rural than urban in erientation, but
;. Federal. outlays per capiga vary widely within rural-areas.; Except for the new
Public Works Impact Program which tdrgets on high unemployment areas, EDA _pro-
gram'seryices are limited to those counties.or groups of counties designated -
as economic development districts or.redevelopment -areas. : Although SBA. pro-
*+ grams are not limited to specifia geographical areas bf eligibility, about
. one-third &f U.S. counties received 1ittle or no Federal outlays for these
~programs in FY 1970." Year-to-year variations.in-geographical locations' of SBA
. ' loans may be high, however. o . ' o .

" ECONOMIC DEVELOP

3

ol
.

&

~ MANPOWER PROGRAMS
_ ) . . o , o . _ .
, : - Although the national summary'of outlay-data for manpower programs indi- '
- cates a high degree of concentration of these program services in urban areas,
_ per capita outlays for gneEe‘programs are riot exceptionally high_in the major
metropolitan cénters. Mafipowér program expenditures may be concentrated in °
- Tow_income portions of major-métropolitan areas, but not -in.the suburbs of

@~ these areas. .

L

. Y . R o . B T I




seletfed areas of high i

'high1y variab1e.within both urban and rural areas. -

Al

v . R N . . | » - ‘.

The smaller urban centers appearvto be major beneficiadies of manpower

. programs:, ) SRSV ' 'J\é\‘ g . - } a/
to

. Within rural Amer1ch manpower program services seem to be*directe
cidence of rural poverty --"Indian yeservations, -

Appalachia, areas of migrant laborers, atc. ' o - .

HEALTH AND EDUCATION oL

Health program outTays and education program dutlays, although more

urban, than rural in orientation, exhibit per capita geographical patterns
. : : ’ ‘- .‘- " ’A

In contrast, outlays for income maintenance programs (sdcial security,.
pub11c_ass1stance. veterans' pensions, etc.) are distrjbuted geographically
approximately as population is distributed, which results\in but little
variation in ?eogtgphﬁcal distribution of outlays per chpita. The distri-
bution of health, education and welfare program_services will be discussed
in more detail Jater in this report. e ‘ '

: ‘ . ) ’ . . L.
DEFENSE ) A IR - ¢ c ,
The Department of Defense ouélays"tend°to be concentrated in some of
the urban areas and .in a few rural locattons.  Most of the counties, espe-
cially the rural counties, receive an insignificant portion of these outlays. -y
) : . .o - ) : . ’ o L . . F 4 -
GEOGRAPHICAL IMPACT -, . .. . 5 : )

@

A]thoughﬁigﬂ‘Federal‘bfograms have ‘been created for the major punpose .
of contributing to the.expressed objgctive of rural-urban balance, most Fed-

- eral programs ‘are not nedral in respect 'to.geographical impacts. Witness

the -influence” of the National Aeronautics and Space Agministration on employ-" . .
ment in Huntsville and Houston, or*of the -Atomic*EneMpy Commission on the '
population of Oak Ridge, or eof the Department of Defepse procurement programs .
on-ecoriomic activity in Sgattle and. Los Angeles, or o the Interstate highway
programs’ on the location of tourist.facilities. . [

Such geographical impacts .are' seldom counted as eitHer benefits or costs
of the programs. -Nevertheless, gaining an understanding of ‘the geographical
effects ‘of the Federal programs in terms of population distribution, income, -
employment or environmengal quality is worthwhile, ° | S s

- . . L% - . .o -

The geogrénpicé]‘impact of a_program J;hngt:always be ‘measured merely
by 1isting where the Federal share of the program was distributed. Tobd many
other factors are involved: State, local and private groups have inputs,
services cannot .be measured in the same jay as capital outlays, loans do not

- show.-the full sizésof a project, the impact of spending spreads beyorid the

. point of delivery, etc. Such limitations must be kept.in mind during any

analysig relating geographical diijribution to rural-urban balance. -

~' ' B . . - N . < L,
. . . -
o . ’ X . - -
“+ . . a ) T, .
. A k4 A, - : Al . = . "
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FACTORS AFFECTING DISTRIBUTION - -~ - ’ B

- . Many factors'ihf1uence the rbra]-drbén‘geographica1 incidencg of Fed- B
eral outlays per capita such as: - o . s |

o © *the location of eligible recipients of program services o L

*1ocation of physical conditions the'programs are intended . ot : |
, . to modify B o _ S o !
b 3 *admjnistrative-and program efficiency in relation to poﬁu-
- latjon concentration or demsity. ' : -
' *1QCa1v]eadership’in agqﬁiring %ﬁé services of Federal prog?éms
_ *and nature®and extent of ‘State or other participation. o
.~ Five patterns of rural-drban a11oca£iohs‘of 6ut1ays'per'capita"inafﬂa-
-tion to these program-attributes are as follows: o ' R
" 1. Strongly urban in orientation. Model cities a%d’urban renewal T
" are examples of programs with legal specifications of target B
'groups or areas causing-outlays to be heavily concentrated in - B 4
the more urban areas. Administrative and. program effitiency b |
,_'cgnsiderations, as well as local leadership, also contritute '
" to the concentration of outlays for these programs 1n the
- larger urban centers. Other examples of programs with strong
urban orientation abe 'the procurement programs of the Depart-
ment of Defense (because of effiiciency considarations or lack . ,
\\\\‘ bf;d1ternatjves)f s S - ’ S C .
o , '72.«.Mo&grate1y urBéﬁ'ingorientation. Higher per‘Cépfta outlays,

Tn urban than in rural areas for maany”Federal programs resuft.
, : from-considerations of program needs rather than any geograph-

+ ° fida) dimension to program -purposes.. Examples are many of -.the
manpower, “haalth and educational programs. Welfare programs ' .
may produce this kind of outlay pattern because they are joint
Federal-State prografs with outlays dependent upon” State cong
S “tributionstand. critekia, -and States with low contribytions. per : E
I . welfare recipient happen to be’ the more rural States. Qutlays

| for higher education programs will have a rural-urban alloca-"". L

“tion“generally in.zﬁcbrdance-with the rurat-urban attributes ‘ .

~ “of countjes where these institutions are located. This allo= ' o

cation is moderately.urban in orientation. . RN I
3. Neither rural nor urban in oriepkation. Programs resulting in
about an eqgal allocation of outfays per capita among rural ‘

e andcurban aﬁeas,.assuming the,progném'target group -numbers bear <

~ the same ratio ‘to -total population ifi each area, are for people

‘Yather than.for areas, and efficiency in delivery of program
services is not affected by population density. Examples of
programs with these attributes are Social Security and veterans'
~ pansions. o S . E '

v
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.r. o (b) _Physfca]’conditfohs‘to be a]tered;ggg,losated”"””ﬂ

LS ]

‘ 216 - Yoa
4, Moderately rural in orientation.. The legal specificdtions_of.

'~ some programs favor a higher. ificidence of outlays in rurat than’
in.urban areas, because the target populations are proportion-
ally higher in rural areas., Examples. are a higher proportion

+ - of rural than urban areas (or peoQ]e) elidible for Economic

Development Administration programs andeQPgrams of the Appala-

/d

chian and other yegional commissions.

5. .StrOnQ]y'ruréT in orientation., Two kinds .of program'speéifica- )
tions will result in outlays per capita strongly rural in -
orientation: S . ©

. . tot

- (@)? Eligible recﬁpients'arefprimari]y,rura}f .

rural community watér and sewer development, are efamples of .
thes first. Certain natural resource development &r management
.. programs, such as soil conservation, 'small watershed development,
g tree planting, outdoor recreation, or national parks’; are exam- ,
-~ ples of the latter. . Some large-scale conStruction projett#™
o such as thterstate highways or Cofp$ of Engineers reservoirs;
» . a)though located in!%uha1|areas;;may result in outlays pore
. urban than rural in orientationsbecause of the urban location
~ *of tonstruction companiés and labor forces capable of carrying
. ~ out: these activities. . s R '

e ST g : : * @
- - ” .

in rura} areas- o e -
y . ) T e
. Farm commodity’ program ural e]ettr1c,.USDA‘rurE%)hous1ng-anda

. h N R
. L e .
b -

NEW APPROACH NEEDED. ~ . =~ e T e s
I newvapproach to the gélivéry_dfﬁsociai'sprviées,is neeakd;'0veyhau]ihg:';
‘ the wachinery. of ‘government -- Executive- reorganization -- is the first and ~ °
" most important step in this process. It is more difficult to.reach rural than
.grban'peop]e with rigid and narrqw categorical programs. . ' : :

The second step proposed by this Administration-is revenue sharing which.

«

permits substantially increased decision-making by States and local units of - .

" government in the use of Federal funds. - .. R
e . . i
Where population -is more sparse the need for consolidation and coordina-
tion of related programs i$ greatest, especially for: humar resource. programs.
Some specific potentials of improving'the rural-urban allecation of human .
resource program services will be discussed in subsequent sectiops of this’
report. : e . : TR - '
' . . S i
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t T . HUMAN RESOURCE: PROGRAM SERVICES PROVIDED RURAL PEQPLE -
| | e S LA

v In this section special emphasis-is placed on’the availability of human ;
‘resource ggrﬁ%i s to rural people. These programs provided a gréat challenge '
and opportunity in meeting the needs ofsrural ‘peopie. A long-run objective of ,
) achievjng rural-urban balance demands that the highest priority be given to I
~ ©° achieving-a balance n human resource program delivery. - 2 ~

! " s, . R . . ) . . -, . ‘ .
L - Educational Services T sl
\\ N . ’ . _' . '. Y . ) .

nd expensive of the ldc services

. Education is among the most important a _
T provided people. Iﬁ\js an important determinant of the welfare of people through- "
. _out their lives. It gas impact on the economictand” social development of an . . =

ared.. Andy. it constitutes the largest single area of expenditure of local
: overnment#-comprising\ 56 percent of the‘expenditureS\of all; Tocal governments :
A areas in 1967. Federal outlays .in rural areas ;otaled $1,504 million °

~ ¥n non-SM
in FY‘1970_9nd $1,506 million in FY 1971. 3/
. ‘,‘ ~ v"é?': . ' . |
Despite these facts, . data on E;? adequacy of education in rural areas are

@

_ gparse and inconclusive. A major groblem is lack of adequate means of measuring
gﬁanges-in educational attainments\Qf people per unit of “expenditure in different
eographical locations. This is the main reason the focus generally is on imputs,
or outlays, whén-eva]uating'educqtiona] services proviHed. The major problem
- evaded by this approach is the quality of education. - : .
\ unties according to relative =

“income status indicated that expenditures per child in the poorest 10 percent
~ of the counties in 1467 were only about one-third of the expenditures in the °
... most affluent 10 perd¢ent. 4/ In.1967=68,rn0nmetropo1itan.area elementary and -
secondary schools ha total out]ays-of'$463'ber-student, compared’ with just ®
$600 per- student in m tropolitan areas. ‘Expenditures per teacher ‘tells a
similar story -- $10,728 in*nonmetropokitan areas and $13,755 in metropolitan. -
‘areas. The study which developed these data.did nognconsider possible-dif- = .
‘ ferences in purchasing power of given outlays in urban and rural areas.. The - .
Cov “limited evidence-ayailabTe indicate the differences in investment per pupil
- betweén rural and urban areas arg.not. due to a.difference 4n-attitudes or--
" In terms of the rq_iq*i;?1eVe1s of local

. A study of educational exggndﬁiu;es in U:S..cb

efforts to support public education. ) 8]

~ funding of schools and income of local residents, the. effory/is higher in =

vural than in urban areas. Expenditures in support of foca schools in 1967 .

by local residents Were‘5.6_percenb?of_persOna]»in¢qme i rural areas as com-’
pared with 4.0 percent -of :

personal income in urban areags

Rural people have

not had as much schoéiing as.

urbdn people. In 1970,

" 10.9 percent

of the nonme
had no more than an 8th. g

tropolitan residents betwee
rade education. 'By comparison,
his age group-had gone no fur

n the ages of 25 and 29

only '6.3 percent of
ther. thdn the 8th =~

metropolitancresidents in t

23.9 percent of

a grade~ This difference is particularly marked for Negroes:

the_nchmetr0p01itan.b]aCk population of 25-29 f
more than the 8th grade, compared with 9.2 percert 3P'their metropolitan

C\. ot . R ) d ' ’ V

years of age had compieted no
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- urban, can (and do) provide more support to local schools than do the poor com-,. -
L munities. ST L VN ‘
- Much of “this kihd’oﬁ'dispgrityﬁiﬁ°1océ1 support of education could be ' . 7:

L -18- .. S '
gounterpartst~fy' the Tower educationat attainment of rural people also is -
related to several factors. In part, this probably results from somewhat _
lower quality schools. Furthermore, migration is selective in respect to age:
and education, and-rural areas experiencing a heavy.outmigration of young B
people also are experiencing a lo¢s of those youths with the higher ‘levels of

. - education. Thus,.the migration patterns could have contributed to the dif-
ferences in educational levels cited above: of those 25-29 years of age. - $.

According to Statistics of Local School Systems ‘developed in the Offf%e
their revenue receipts fwom Federal sources, as compared with 8.4 percent in
~central metropolitan areas-and 5.5 percent in other metropolitan areas. How-
~ever, as cited earlier, the receipts (and expenditures) pér pupil are less in
nonmetropolitan or rural areas.~ Most of - the Federal money for. elementary and
secondary education is Title I, with~educati'naf$ ~deprived children {or chil-
dren from Tow-income families) the target group.. Although normetropolitan.

areas -have about half of d11 children of schogl age from families- below the‘%'é_u ,
ri o

~ poverty level, these areas received only about 42 percent of the outlays fd
Title I of the ESEA jin FY 1970. Nonmetropolitan areas received about 23 per=
. cent of “the remainder of ESEA-funds, yet more than one-third of the school-
age children are in these areas. Clearlyy' there: is an-administrative problem .-
"+ 8f delivery of Federal educational funds to rural people, especially the rural
poor. This also is exhibitedrpy delivery of other program services to low= -
income -famjlies, with nommetro’ areas getting 36 percent of Headstart~and follow-
through funds, 24 percent of aid to families with dependent children, and 2

percent of all child-welfare services.

" However, solving:this problem.of disparity im dllocation of Federal out- ,.
lays?for education will not solve the disparity in educational bpportunities
of rural-and urban youth. .The basic support of .elementary and secondary
* " school systems is:by local and State governments. The Federal share is less
than 10 percent. Thus, the majorepart of the disparity in educational oppor:
- .tunities between rural and urban youth relates to State and local outlays for
~rural and urban school systems.  The wealthier communities which are primarily

_eliminated by implementation of this.Administration's revenue sharing proposals,

“especially the special revenue 'sharing for education.. In addition, recent = .
studies by the President's Commission on School Finance indicate the urgency-

-~ in finding new sources i revenue for=financing lacal” schools. Property taxes -
~-as the now' sole source of this support are neither adequate. nor ‘tolerable. .
.Recent court decisions .in.California, Minnesota, New Jersey and Texas re-- .

lating to the financing of schools through local property taxes further ac-

- centuates the problem, Recommendations to the Congress on‘ghis matter will,

T

.+ - be made in the near future. Other measures. of::special significance in edu-

~cation of our rural youth would be those implementing rural development, .for,

"_Without strong local economies,  there seldom can be strong Tocal school syStngu~' _;

\
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" Federal outlays for vocational education, libraries, education of the A
\\handicapped,,and educational research and training also favor urban (metropoli- -
tan) areas.. Less than 25 percent of these outlays go to nommetropolitan areas,
. as indicated by the available information,.whereas 35 percent to nonmetropolitan
would be a share proportignal to population distribution. However, a -large
_portion of ,these funds are_allocated to States on a formula or population basis,
and the States, in turn, allocate the funds to counties.. Information is not .
_available on the criteria used by States for the distribution of such Federal
Jfunds. S : S ‘ - ’ :
‘Manpower Services b .
. . / ° .
" Manpower programs have been directed chigfly at aiding the poor and the
- disadvantaged- because these groups are least Tikely to receive training from
other sources. Manpower policy begins with'basic- elements of genérdl and
‘vocational education in the elementary and secondary schobls. . It continues
‘with additional training for specific jobs and careers. g =

]

ManpOWer'programs.are deSiQﬁedtprimari1y to-serVé those with educational,

health or other deficiencies which place individuals at a disadvantage‘in‘the"‘

- ®labor market. Federal outlays in rural areas increased from $48% million

“during FY 1970 -to $591 million din FY.1971, an increase of over-20 percent.

. -
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WIDE -RANGE OF ACTIVITIES . e \<\
. Manpower'brograms'embraca a wide range of dctivities to h 'p people” °
move toward improvéd employment and income, including® = = \®» .=
. . ~= Recruitment, counse]dng;-testing,.p]acement;Téhd." -
followup services R e B
== Instruction in'both remed®al educatidn and'otcupa-
- tional skills ) C . . ﬁ\
. -- \On-theijobﬂtraining : o
o -~ Work gxpeyignce,'sﬁeciaI'short-térm employment,
/ and trans1tjona1.pub]i@iservice_emﬁ]oyment.'_‘; "
oy -~ Child care, relocation assistance. and minor health -
e -services R N ~ BN
“In 1970, about one-third of the enrollees. in manpower training pro- .
grams were e1ther-receiving publig assistance, or were members of families -
rkcg1v1ng this qss1stance.,'A.1arge proportion-of -these were enrolled in.
the Work !ngen}1yevProgrqm (WIN).. Also, .the pqpulatiqn_serVEd by the man- =
power training programs in 1970 had.less than a high school education, * .. 77~
T _néarly half were membgrquf minority groups, and nearly half were women,
: . ManpoWer pragrams tend to be somewhat moré concentrated.in uUrban i E
rather than in-rural areas bacause - E ’ -
| \‘l‘__,._i' Urbédn af%as.can prdvide'a,bettef'poteﬁfTh1 for tying job |
- N opportunities to. job..training.. Rural areas frequently -
. N lack a COmprehensive.deve]opment,strategy.which would —
, _ provide this linkage. ' oo
| - Ah:essentiaT:reQuireménﬁ of an effieient manpower pro-  —.
- gram_ is a ﬁufficientgdoncentrationvqnd number of poten- -
= ~ tial trainees to provide- a range of trained skills for 5
*. employment in a Variety of job gppaftuniti@s.~ The sparse
. population of some rural areas can make attainment of - —
, ths requirement quite difficult. A o o
> A o S o - '
. These reasons for the présent high degree of concentration of manpower - -
. ,sgnyices in‘urbah areas would diminish in importance with: - T
N achievement of “high rates'bf‘ec%homic'growth-in B
. ~ rural areas ¢ o LT S
S (b). coordination Of delivery of manpower program ‘e .
R "7 services with this growth R )
' o L) development andﬁapblication'of some innovative - ' -
" ',t and low cost systems of delivery -of manpower R
oo services to rural people. -~ L <)
S 26 _‘
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'l'*/f Imp]ementat1on of this hdm1n1strat1on S- proposals for rural commun1oy | SR
' deve]opment --~especially reorganization and revenue sharing --.will go far
-in providing for growth of*rural areas. Implementation of revenue shar1ng

with State and local governments, for both manpower services and rural - » -'5‘;F
- development, will fadilitate the delivery of manpower serv1ces in proper S
_ seguence w1th deve1opment efforts . BN v ' N S

The Career Education Program also can have’ an 1mportant 1ong range .
1nf1uence on the emp]oyab111ty of rural peop]e ot . M

DELIVERY T0 RURAL PEOPLE ’ R . ; |
, , The Manpower Adm1n1strat1on of the Department of Labor, in cooperat1on L
. . with other Federal agencies and States and local governments, has underway_
a number of programs fozﬁoe11very of manpower serv1ce$ to rurail people.

The sma]]er commun}t1es program for de11ver1ng employment serv1ces to
rura] people is operating in 19-States.. Under this’ program, teams of State
T gemp1oyment office spec1a11sts visit: remote rural communities to 1nterv1ew,

counse] test refer for tra1n1ng, and assist-in JOb p1acement
Another program -~ the Ottumwa P]an -- has much potent1a1 as -an e1ement
-in State rural development programs.. Under this pTan, a main'.or central of-
fice for delivery of employment services located ina multicounty area is = , ..
* © Tinked with- feeder offices:within the area for contactipg those An remote
oo areas in need of emp}oyment servites. This exper1men 1 progra 1§ now 1n
-, opération in 12 dreas. Another p11ot program with priomise is 0 ration’
.. "Hitehhike, in which employment services are delivered\to ‘rurail peop1e by- -
~-."" " way of other deltivery systems. The Cooperative Extension Service is a maJor .
part1c1pant in this effort -- in a number of county off1ces one, person 1s
spend1ng full time on manpowey programs - . N
fOTHERPROGRAMS N T

»*
'

_ Other tra1n1ng and. work exper1ence programs include 0perat1or Main=-
~ 'stream, Concentrated Employment Programs, and- the -Concerted Seryices in
" - Training and Education . (CSTE), and interdepartment effort that involves the
Departments of- Agr1cu1ture * Commerce, Health, Education, -and Welfare, Hous- -
~ing and Urban Development, Interior, Labor, 0ff1ce.of Economic 0pportun1ty, S
Small Bus1ness Adm1n1strat1on and the Reg1ona1 Deve]opment Comm1ss1on o ‘figxifg
SR AN
L Other contr1but1ons to de11very of manpower services to. “rural peop]e e
- include the training projects linked to Economic Development districts, I
' .~ vdcational educational components_of the Appalachian regional development
‘ -program, and OEO-supported projects for migratory and seasonal farm workers.

The Department of Labor also has- pilot projects which assist movement of - O H4
| The Job Bank Program, which prov1des ‘information _on avaf]ab1e JObS,

i “\coo1d be very beneficdal to rural people when fully deve1oped One major
' ’vreason for unemployment, underemployment, and Tow' 1ncomes of rural peop]e
1s 1nad°quate know1edge of the JOb market , .

rural peop]e to 1ocat1ons of JOb opportun1t1es S o :v ¢ ‘ﬁi
NI
¥
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'Maywer'prqgram services are presently geared more tc the needs of o
urban péople than to rural people. . Yet, mobility &ssistance may be the . e

- major-nged of rural people as well as the central city poor. Also, rural -

)

R

B

r

Loy

4

‘1;_required mix of manpawer services for. rural people, the necessary levels of

- to-rural ‘areas. - R .2

-.munfties,'manppwer,serviges will be less effec®ive for rural.than for urban

\ service. . ' . |
p R . o L o "
N e A‘higher‘proportiOn'of rural people-(about 43 percent
.-~ compared to 36 percent for urban people) -have tooth .
1 ~ .and/or gum conditions warranting urgent and immediate
7 ~ dental treatment and care. e T o y

aln,::vPart of ihis'situétfon is due.to a‘history of limited and Jower quality |

'people‘mangg in greater need than’ urban people of"remediéﬂ;education to
attain sempigyment and- income goals. The problems in providing rural people
with. adequste manpower services may ‘relate more to providing the right kinds
of-Services rather than to the general support level of”d broad spectrum of
maffpower programs.- o . S o

" At this stage in ‘our experience, we also need to learn more_aboit the

these services, and how to.delivér the manpower services most efficiently
__Hovever, until job opportunities increase significantiy in rural com-

~

people. ~
R .HeaTth Seryices and Faci]itiés‘

' Fédera] oﬁt]ays for health programs in‘rura]-aréas”tbta]ed-$931jmiilipn ) o

during FY* 1970, as compared.with $908 million qurjﬁg;FY 197%.,9/; L

" Available ihfdnﬁafion.indicates that rural people'aké infgreéter'nee&
of improved health services:than urban. people. The following indicators

illustrate some of the health problems in rural areas: 7/ . . BRI
o \-4.;E'1argéf proportion of rural péop]éﬂ(aQbGtHZS pekéent). | v ‘_*}’
', .-are afflicted by chronic illnesses than‘are-urban - , o
N *  people (about 15 percent). B - T
. - L ™ . T o - : T _ i ' 4231,
== A higher proportion of rural men (about 26 percent . . :

conmpared - to 15 percent -for urban men) have been rejected” -
by the armed forces as physically unfit for mi]itahy o

nealth services and facilitieg available to rural peoplé because of: - . |

< . ‘ :
(1) theiESré’Jimited financial capability of!(U(q!-people ,
‘ to acquire needed health services and facilities, and, "« e

':(2) " tha higher cost per cépita-ofﬁduéiity medical services
o and facilities in sparsely settled rural, areas. ]

Also, urban péop]é tend to havefa'gfeatep awéréness'of*héaitb‘needsi :

‘ ;,"23(3 o : | ',‘lﬁ j _ih“:¥,.\%*}
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 cient delivery of Federal health aid to rural dreas. -

" .through rural development is of: very high priority. . —00_

- 23 -

A number of studies indicate that rural peop]é visft a doctor o

- , - r
dentist much less frequently than do urban people. The more lTimited acces-
s1b111ty of doctors and dentists in rural areas contributes to this fact.

When rural. people do seek health care, they are more likely than ba
| s : urban
people to be treated by*general practitioners than specia]ists,yand more
Tikely to be treated by chiropracters or others than by medical doctors.

Many rural people seek medical attentjon only as a last resort.

___Rural areas with both sparse_populations and law incomes have the most
difficulty in competing effectiyely in the medical marketplace. People in
these areas seldom have convenient access to medical specialists and facil-

tivg to specialjsts and hospital-based physicians.

R

o

‘ities.. In contrast, areas of7ﬁigh incomes and dense populations are attrac-

A}

Hospitals in rural areas are smaller than those in urban areas, and
they more often are inadequately staffed, poorly equipped, and lack out-
patient and extended-care facilities. These hospitals also are less likely
than urban hospitals to meet quality standards needed forraccreditation.

Yet, there could be a greater need to hospitalize rural rather than urban .~

patients because of distances from hospitals to homes, lack of ambulances,
'and gther factors. ' ' -

FUSDING IN RELATION TO NEEDS o o

"Rural areas contain about half of the Nation's poor and more than half
.of the chronically i11; yet only {7 percent of expenditures by health agen-

cies of the Department of Health, ucation, and Welfare in F 1970 were for -

services to people in nonmetropolitan areas. Why?

Extension of Federal aid for medical facilities of services relates

" closely to the adequacy of existing facilities and services. In-some cases,

this may be due to specifications relating to quality standards. In other
cases it relates to inadequate systems or the absence of systems” for effi-

S

. However, elimination of the disparity, in the allocation of outlays of
existing Federal programs among rural and Urban areas for health facilities
and services would be dealing mainly with symptoms rather than causes of
the problem# - -

In many cases, a reallocation of funds would not be feasible until
basic improvments are made in rural health facilities such as clinics and
hospitals. | S ' ' |

Since adequacy of community health ser@ipes and facilities 1s c]dSe]j |
related to income levels, bringing rural income to satisfactory levels

- i 2N
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The Pres1dent s special message on health, February 18, 1971, outlines ' -
elements of a national health strategy. Bills "have been introduced to - ‘
implement the President's proposals. The Comprehensive Health-Manpowers
Training Act and the Nurse Tra1n1ng Act, both signed by the President on .
November 18, 1971, have promise of increasing the Nat1on 3 supp]y of doctors, ..
nurses., dent1sts, and other health phofess1ons ' s

e . These s1gn1f1cant 1eg1s1at1ve advances in health fac111t1es and sery-
ices should be matched by those of the Health Maintenance Organization
> Assistance Act and by the National Health Insurance Partnership legislation.-
. These proposed bills, when enacted will do much to reduce medical costs and
.. assure medical sernvices to rural people.

" Welfare Aid and Assistance

Federal outlays for we]farei1n rural areas totaled $3,171 million -
during Fiscal Year 1970, 1ncreas1ng to $3 764 million for F1sca1 year 1971 8/

Our large and grOW1ng proportion of the popu]at1on on public welfare :
exposes weaknesses inwour ability to prepare people for and maihtain people K-
in productive 'employment. It further exposes weaknesses in our educational
systems, health programs and services, social attitudes, and manpower sery-
ices. It focuses our attention on the need for fundamenta] reforms in our
policies and programs for public assistance.

01d age assistance, aid to dependent children, a1d to the handicapped,
. and related programs aYe cooqeratxve programs of the Federal, State and
local governments. States determine the standards for estab11sh1ng need
for 'each category of assistance, definitions of eligibility, and the level
.of payment based upon ability and willingness to finance the non-Federal share.
The Federal government provides funds.to States on a matching formula basi§.

A PENALTY ON WORK : ‘ C

The formulas vary among programs, but a common . feature of the State . v
programs is .a penalty on work by recipients. Work income of recipients is v
accompanied by a reduction in welfare payments..

The cr1ter1a in mdst States a]so forbids rec1p1ents to own productive
property such as farmland, or to produce farm products for home.consumption
- without penalty.. Many needy farm families do not participate in the welfare
programs because of their reluctance to sell or assign farm property, or to
cease all farming operat1ons, to qualify ‘for regular 1eve1s of public
assustance . a

; Generally, the States with the, 1owest per capita incomes have the high-
est proportion of their population in.need of public assistance, but they
provide the lowest levels of support per recipient. The- var1ab111ty in
levels of public assistance per rec1p1ent among and within States is 111us—.
trated by the data in table 3. . . .

, A




1/ Taken from NESS Report A 2 (2/7), Pub]wc

- U.S. Department of Health, Educatlon and

2/ Not in high-five of category.
§/ Not in 1ow-f1ve of catégory

Assistance. Stat1st1cs February 1971

- 25 .
a ' ” .
Table 3. ~-Pub11c Assistance Payments for States in "H1gh Five" and "Low Five"
by -Category of Ass1stance February 1971 1/ | :
Average payment per recipient (dollars) . -
o B Aid to -
‘State , permanently =~ Aid to .
= 0ld age - Aid to & totally Dependent- General
assistance  blind disabled children -a$sistance
------- STATES IN "ﬂEGH-FIVE" IN ONE OR MORE CATEGORIES-=%eeen-
Alaska '136.45 177.65 174.25. ° 70.40 2/ -
Calif 115.25 159.35 138.85 2/ 2/
D. C. 2/ 7 2/ 2/ 101.30

" Hawaii 2/ 2/ 136.30 66.85 2
Towa’ 123.80 122.90 143.25 n 2 . 2/
Md. s 2/ 2/ 2/ - 2/ 85.95
Mass 2/ . 150.75 2/ .69.15 2/

* Minn 2/ 2/ 2/ 71.70 2/

N. H 168.90 168.00- 146.55 2/ 2/
N. J. -2/ 2/ 2/ -2/ 130.70
N. Y. 2/ 2/ 2/ 70.95 -2/

Penna 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/ 95.60
Wash 2/ 2/ . 2/ 2/ 81.55
Wisc 110.95 2/ 2/ 2/ 2/

------- STATES IN "LOW-FIVE" IN ONE OR MORE CATEGORIES<nmmmnm-=
Ala. 3/ 3/ 49.60 15.20 . 3/
Ark. 3/ 3/ 3/ . 3/ 5.65
Fla. 3/ 3/ 3/ 24.10 3/ -
Ga. 52.60 67.05 3/ 3/ 3/

. Ind. 3/ 3/ 58.30 3/ 3/
La. 3/ 3/ 55.45 19.70 3/
Miss 49.85 59.40 58.75 12.05 3/

N. C. -3/ 3/ 3/ 3/ 10.95
Okla. 3/ 3/ - 3/ 3/ 7.85
S. C. 48.55 66.70 56.25 19.75 3
Tenn. 50.70 69.95 3/ 3/ 10.60 -
Utah. 54.50 3/ 3/ 3/ 3
W. Va. - 3/ 67.30 3/ 3/ 12.05

Q .

Welfare pp

12-17.
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. In February 1971, old age assistance payments ranged from $58.55 per .
recipient in South Carolina to $168.90 in New Hampshire; aid to the blind '
ranged from $59.40 in Mississippi to $177.65 in Alaska; aid to-permanently
and totally disabled averaged $49.60 in Alabama and $174.,25 in-Alaska; and
aid to dependent €hildren was lowest in Mississippi, $12.05, and highest
per recipient in Minnesota, $71.70. The levels of general assistance varied
even more among the States, but this category differs among States in kinds
or purposes of assistance; levels of Federal support, and: completeness or -
accuracy of statistics for February 1971. It should be recognized that

- payments @o.fecipients within categories vary somewhat among months within
States,.within changes in the case loads and other attributes of families

assisted, or with changes in State or Federal laws governing levels or kinds
of support. , S o >

VARIATIONS IN WELFARE PAYMENTS

Another illustration of the difference in welfare payments -per recipi-

ent, as these relate to poverty, rurality, and percentage of total .and poverty -

population receiving welfare, is shown in table 4. The five States*with the

highest incidence of poverty are compared with the five States with the lowest,

-incidence of paverty. ‘ ' v : < '

About 30 percent of the poor in the States with the higher incidence of"

poverty receive welfare payments, compared with nearly 60 percent in the
States with the lowest-incidence of poverty. Welfare payment per recipient
was about $36 in the States with a high.incidence of poverty and about $56 in -
those with a low incidence. ' : : '

States with the greater amount of poverty devoted a lower’ proportion.of.
their personal income to support their welfare Erograms than did the States
with_the least poverty. The Federal“share of the payment was mtich higher in
the former_group of States than in the latter. o oot

S o L ' -

Generdlly, States with the lower payments per recipient have lower per .
capita incomes, a.higher'inciaence of welfare cases, and a highey proportion
of rural people than do States—with-the higher payments per recipient, 9/
There are, of course, some important exceptions;—s as Florida,.an urban
State with a high proportion of rural populati§;jiﬁ€hﬁﬁiﬁ\high\1evels of
public assistance per recipient. . | » “ - Tt

» Y

“ N

REFORM NEEDED )
. To remove deficiencies in fhe wé1faré system, basic .reforms are rieeded. .
Criteria for qualification, as well as levels gf.support per recipient, should"
be  uniform nationally. Incentives to work are fieeded and so are manpower
services to implement the shift from-welfare rell ‘to payroll.
VAR o LI ST
/ .

This Administration’s proposals for welfare reform will go far toward.

- ~a1leviating the deficiencies in current welfare programs and eliminating - . '
' the discrepancy in levels of support for eligible rural pzople. Rural people

would receive an estimated increase .in welfare benefits of about 50 percent,
compared with .18 parcent for urban people, with enactment Qf’thTS Admln}stra-
tion's proposed welfare reform (K. R. 1). 10/ : :
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RECENT CHANGES <IN THE ALLOCATION OF. FEDERAL
OUTLAYS IN RURAL-AND URBAN AREAS .

An examinatioh,of Federal outlays byTseledtbd$¢ategories for fiéhal .,

years 1970 and 1971 reveals that the number of categories.which increased
, their outlays for rural America more than doubled the number of those -
© categories which decreased their outlays for rural America. The data are
~ in appendix A. - - . : ~ ' :
=} . .
Programs of the Department of Agriculture, Department of Interior,
"and Economic Development Administration of the Department of Commerce-
have rural orientation, as indicated by the percentage of total outlays
~allocated to rural counties. T : ‘ '

. Other agency programs with a greater ratio of outlays to rural areas
than” the ratio of rural to urban population_include the Department. of

Transportation, Atomic Energy Commigsion, Small Business Administration, and

' parts of ‘Health and -Education and W 1fare (Headstart and gﬂZﬁow Through)
. E]ementary and Secondary Education cSoci_q] Security and Réheg

o N

In tota1;<FedeFaT dutlays aré-a]]ocatéd'fb urban and rural areas

approximately in relation to urban and rural populations.

. o . o . : Lo o
Each agency or débartment program has target groups or objectives

tending to influence the rural or urban orientation of outlays. ‘As
indicated elsewhere in this report, spcial or human resource program
services should be allocated equitably anbng 91i§ib1e individuq]s,f
regardless of place of residence (rural or urban). The following =
* tabulation indicates that significant imprgvements in thegproportion

bilitation).

rural to total outlays for these kinds of Programs occUrrgq_in RY 1971, =~

as compared with FY 1970: o

L

/
.

e B

Percent of Total Qutlays to Rqra1.Area§

Programs o - FY1970 FY 1971
General health services - 21.5. 22.4
e - Manpower -Training and Adult S e N
. "t . Education (HEW) - . - 14.6, . S 16.2
e -y VYocational education L 16.9 . - . - 22.0
I, ‘Manpower Training (U$OL) . . .28.7 ., 28.8
» - #. Office of Economic Opportunity. 0.8 . 31.5

P [ ¥
v A e
S

. . . -~
Yoa - o o .

f'x\: ' A1£hdugh significaht.impraMgments have‘been made in the delivery of -

'« Federal program services to rural people; some further progress is needed
to provide riral people withan pquitable share of human resource program

"‘services; This is why Congréss should give priority to this Administration's

: proposals for welfare reform; health legislation; and revenue“sharing.for
edUcatiQn,ﬁmanpowe% training, and'rural:deve1opment:z\\ .

., v
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.. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS . °
, OQerall, Federal outlays to urban andanralﬁareas'are'aIIOCated o -
. #pproximately in relation to urban and rural populations. Disparities
. éxist, -however, ip particular program areas,. Some rural areas experigenced
significant ipcreases in population and income in the past decade, and

many did so without the stimulus of added Federal aid. Others declined . - ~
. in population and income in spite of continued Federal spending in those

areas. S : ' o,
© NEED' FOR CHANGE T

" This indicates ‘the need for a fundamental fbange in the way gowvernment
. approaghes the c¢hallenge of. rural development.\“/There must be less Federal .
gnd more State and local'l€adership and control of efforts in rural develop-'.
ent. Instead of more Federal money to intensify current programs,-_Federal ,
.. funds now available need to be free from the present entangled and inhibiting-
- restrictions. ' ' R I

KEYS TO SUCCESS .

/ _This Administration's revenue sharing proposals, reorganization pro-
,posals, héa]th.programfrecommendations, proposed welfare” reform, and
‘rural credit recommendations are the keys o successful. economic and social.

- development of rural areas. I

U ‘The recommendations include broadening and ‘expanding rural «credit -payments
- to include guaranteed and-insured loans for community facilities, and~ = -
establishmentof industrial and compercial job-creating facilities in rural -
areas. A billion-dollar -authorization of new money for expanded rural credit
is proposed, most of which would be earmarked for commercial and,industrial-

L

loans.. S -

1.

‘Adequate levels and kinds of‘governmentvor'govgrnmeht-assjsted services
. to rural people cannot be attained without strong and growing rural economies.” .~
-+ Strong locdl economies and adequate levels of income for reSidents are. .1
necessary foundations for achieving the horsing standards, educational levels,

- health care, nutritional standards, and levels of other publicly supported -

. .services which'we deem desirable. . - S : L '

Detailed recommendatﬁggs of this Administration are contained in the
Special Message to the Congress on Rural Development of February 1, .}971,
~ the State of the Union Message, the Budget for Fiscal Year 1973, and in -
various preceding messages and. communications. “The key recommendations
are incorporated in proposed legislation now:before the Congress. The °

time for action on. these proposals. is now. LT .

) - .

L)
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**  RURAL DEVELOPMENT MESSAGE» ' -

a . M ¥ - -

SUMMARY srum’mr .

-
<

‘ro help improve the quality of llte in the Amerlctn eountryelde, Iam _ S

‘today presenting a series of propoule designed to marshal more .. . . R

effectively the energlel of the prlvate sector and of government at C

-all levels in'a eoopentiv. prolnm of runl development.
LT -THEMESSAGEINBRIEF T | '

. - ’ W, T

* ° . In his Measage the President calls for a new approach to the revitalization
of rural areas through- 5o o R
L‘-- More control at the State and Loeal level.
. -~ Improved planaing.
' . L . == More adequate public acd privnte resources, -
’ ’ «-" Helping the I-‘armer and prox ccting the environment.

Ga .

-~ He thon outllneejtoux* major propoule to carry out this npproaeh:' O R

»

l Deptrtment ot Community Development . v

R L _Under the revued plan for executive reorganlnntlon, the Department ot
YL c Agrlculture would Femain as a separate department focusing on the B 2
oo needs of farmers, But.a number of present Department of Agriculture “ ~
e development functions would be moved to the new Department of o T .
Communlty Development- J . ’

S

v = the Ftrmere Home Admxnietrntlon loan sad grnnt programs
e ‘ L , for rural commnnity water and sewer eyeteme and for . .o
C rurol housing ; oL S T R

e -- the Rural Electritleotlon Admlnletrotlon loan progrnme for .
electric and telephone systoms; , L -t

.- the recently established Rural Telephone Bank‘ ' S .

-

-« ' research programs related to ruul community development
; . o conducted by the Economic Development vaulon ol the
T _ -Economle Reeearch Service;.

" == the prognms of the recently eetabliehed Ruul Development
Service, -

o

: B : . 2, -Rural Communil Development Revenue Sh’aririg L. .
S i Rural Deve\opment ‘Iharug Payments - The Secretary of Agnculture oo
would make payments to states, Puerto Rico, the Vu'g:n Islands and _ —_— .oz

, Guam from appropriations made for rural development revenue sharing. - ’
v . The amount of paynyent which each state is entxtlod to recexve i

determined by a formula baaed upon: e Y : 4

[ LS '_3.9'__'__ B T

[Arirrox: providsa ! \ ¥




Rural Area Defmitlon Rural areas are defined as cou.ntien of lell than -
<100 per-on.. per square mile or are not inciuded within a Standard - .o
- Metropolitan Statistical Area. About 90% of the U, S, land area and

2 T ’ -
ae raral population:.
- rurs) per clpifn inco_)'r.e;'qr;a o . § ' R

~- change in ‘rural population of the -tet'e.

The payments are made to the states by the Secretary at -uch xnterval-

and in such ln-tallmenh as he may determine,

Hold Harmle‘n Provlnon - Each- ‘eciplent is entitled to expend ite
payment- for any program or ;ctlvity which dlrectly benefits the
residents of one or ‘more rural areu within the state,

ot -
e

+

one-third of the total U.S, population would be eligible, Countiea

vellglble for rural npechl revenue -harin. expcnditure- exceed 2800.

Sogece gt'_I-‘unde o
o ‘ | |  INMILLIONS ., ‘
NEW MONEY - . S - $179 million -
COMMERCE = - | R | -

"ﬂtle v Regional . R :
* . - Commissions ,Q_,.~. ok $40

¢ o _ . .
Eeondm‘le Devélopment » : S :
- Administration $216
APPALACHIAN REGIONAL . . '
- COMMISSION .- . : - %302
"AGRICULTURE

Cooperative Eh:tennon : . o
Service L : §15¢ .

Rural Environfnentalv _ . ,
Assistance Program . $140

Rural Watcr and Waste

‘Dis;.:oq;l Facilities Grants . : $4‘2_ »
' Forelt'ryAssistance ’ ) - i $26{‘ - I
Great Plains Conservation ] - '_‘. s o )
.Program o : S ‘ '_ $12° 1
Water Bank ﬁroéram o o $‘l'0 . ‘
‘ . Resource Conaervatwn & - o . %
‘Development Program. e ' $T . . )
: Tree Planting Aui-ta»ncle ) S ] S -
" foraL v $1.1 billion -
" e ’
. %. ‘more




[
. X, ’

Administration o .

°, - Initially, the Secretary of Agriculture‘will administer Rural Community

Development Special Revenue SHaring, but with the creation of the

proposed Department.of Community Development, that Department

would administer both Rural and Urban Community Development ' s
- 1 Special Revenue Sharing, '

Planning Requirements . 4 .

As a condition of receiving funds under the program, each state would
be requlred to prepare and file with the Secretaries of Agriculture and
HUD a statewide development plan outlining spending intentions for
t Programs in metropolitan, suburban, smaller city and rural areas
alike. The plans would not require Federal approval. The plans would
~ be developed by the governor in consultation with multi-jurisdictional
planning districts throughout the state, composed of elected officials, . : 0
"and an adwvisory panel consisting of an elect official from each planning ‘
dlstrict, An alternative consultation process can be suggested by the
- states, ) .

-3

Other Provisions

=« There are no inatching»r.eqﬁirement- for rural revenue sharing ‘
pPayments, - o

=~ The.proposal does not include a maintenance of effort
requirement, e .
. == The legislation requires the states to use such accounting
procedures and make such reporte as the Sacretary may
require, : »
=~ The reqiirements of Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of
1964 which prohibit discrimination in federally-assisted
programs would be made specifically applicable to rural
revenue sharing payments,

- . -~ The effoctive date is July 1, 1973,

. 3. Rural Deé’elogment redit

! State Allocations - The Secretary of Agriculture would be authorized to
o * make-loan guarantee allocations to states to be used under the direction
" of the governor and in accordance with a state plan, The amount of
‘guaranteé authorization each state is ecntfhled to receive is determined
by.the Rural Revenue Sharing formaula, . - ; ‘
. . I3 . .
Eligible Areas - The definition of eligible rural areas is the same as
that for Rural Revenue Sharing (see above). _
1 . ,

Governor's Responsibility - Eighty percent of the loan program would be

adminiatered‘by‘th;g) governor. The remaining 20% would be administered

by the Secretary of Agriculture. Governors would determine project

selection in accordance.with the state Plan. The governors also would ST
- certify to the Secretary of Agriculture: :

.,

‘ . ) P more




'

-= the eligibility of the applicant and the project; .
<~ the financial soundness of the loan, and

-- that credit is not otherwise availzble.
Loan Purpoaes - Sixty-[ive percent of the loans would be for commercial
and industrial purposes to businesses which are unable to obtain credit
elsewhere. Thirty-five percent of the loans would be for communities
which are unable to obtain credit elsewhere to finance facilities such
as water and sewgr systems, industrial parks, community centers
and related items which would anhance the opportunities for employment.

Loan Types - The majority of the loans (75%) would be originated and
' servicad by banks and other lenders and guaranteed by the Federal
‘ Government. Up to 80% of the project costs for business loans and up
to 100% of the project costs for commuaity facility loans would be
. permitted, In order to insure that thé private lender retains aa
"~ economic intereost, the Iedcnl guarantee would cover only 90']. of the
loan.

No more than 25% of the loans could be handled by the "insured" loan
procedure whereby the Farmers Home Administration would ori:inatc
and service the loan,

Iqtoicut Rates - Interest rates would bi\ set in accordance with a formula’
calculated by the Secretary of the Treasury taking into account the’
market interest rates on comparable loans.

, Fundlng ~ $1. 3 billion would be authorized for the first year beginning
) July 1, 1973. Sixty-five percent or $845 million would be for business
‘loans and $455 million for ¢ommunuy facility loans.
Farm Lonn nnd Techmcal Improvements - The message proposes a number
of uddltloml changes to im; rove the effectiveness of ongomg Farmers
- Home Administration loun rograms: *

- (to permit an appraisal on market value, in accord
. , with customs of the locality;

~- to raise farm operating loan ceilings from $35,000 to
$50,000; - . .

-- to increase Agricultural Credit Insurance Fund ceilings
on holdings Irom $100 million to $500 millicn-

~= to convert leveral of the exuting loan program- Irom a-
v " direct to an mlured basis,

4. Rural Environment ~

‘Long-Term Contracts - The message proposes to authorize the
Secretary of Agriculture to enter into long-term contracts up to ten
years, with land owners, operators and occupiers in watershed project
areas. The contracts would be based.on conservation plans developed
in cooperltmn with the conlervahon districts concerned, and appli-
cations for assistance would be made to the districts. This authonty
would accelerate establishment of land treatment and speed up
scheduling o( structural works of improvement. . :

. ) - 3
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Watershed Projects - The message proposes Federal cost-sharing for
watershed works of Improvement nceded to i'mproye water quality,
primarily of water storage capacity in reservoirs for regulation of
streamflow, ‘Now, cost-sharing is authorized for mainstream
development under other Federal programs, but it is not authorized
in upstream works of improvement under P, L, 566,

Resource Conaervation and Development Projects - The bill would
suthorize the Secretary of Agriculture to furnish technical and coste
sharing assistance to public agencies and organisations in carrying
out plans for water quality management in Resourcs Conservation
and Development Projects. Measures and facilities would consist
primarlly of water storage capacity in regervoirs for regulation T
of streamflow, '

®

Land Inventory - The bill provides that the Secretary of Agricuiture

would carry out a program to inventory and monitor soil, water, and »

related resource conditions and would issue a land inventory report

at five-year intervals, The program would include surveys of erosion

and sed‘ment pollution damages, land uss changes and trends, and

degradation of the environment resulting from lmprgper use of soil,
o

water and related resourcies,
’ P sl
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" “instance, except in the case of heavily subsidized guarante

Footnotes

Rural areas are defined as all nonmetropolitan counties plus those
metropolitan counties which have a population density of less than

o

100 persons per square mile, ®

“outlays" are the most meaningful measure of program‘impa
to OEO by the various Federal agencies. Far loan programs
reported would likely be new loan commitments; budget outla

as- reported
the measure
in this

in the case of direct loans, would tend to be minimal. - For er types
of programé -- administrative expenses or grants-in-aid -- t
reported would 1ikely correspond closely to budget outlays.

Excludes manpower trgining and adult education administered by
Johin- M. Zimmer, "Expenditures for ‘Public E1ementary and SecondaryiEduca-

tion in Counties Classified by the Relative Poverty Status of thefg Rural
. Population", J. Farm Econ., Vol. 43, No. 5, Dec. 1967, p. ]204.

v | . v .
‘U. S. Bureau of the Census, Current Population Reports, Series P-2
“Social and Economic Characteristics of the Population in Metropolftan_and

- Nonmetropolitan Areas, 1970 and 1960", : : '

Includes health programs. of HEW and VA. Except for cohsfructibn of facil-
ities, levels of rural outlays were higher in FY 1971 than in FY 1970.

The indicated percentages or rates were taken directly, or estimated, from
information contained in the following: Department of Health, Education and
Welfare, National Center for Health Statistics, Series 10, Number 9, and

Series 11, Number 36 (1970); and, the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor

\

Statistics, "Changes in Urban America"; No. 353 (1969). - L

Includes only the public assistance programs of HEW.
A statistical analysis revealed this general relationship. For example,
per capita income, percent:of population rural, percent of population in
poverty, South or non-South, and percent of -population in welfare category
explained 75 percent of the variation in AFDC payments per, recipient in
Apri1—1970 among States, and 60 percent of the variation in all walfare
_payments (except general assistance) per recipient in April 1970 among
States. ‘ : : v : e e
Fred Hines, "Effects on Welfare Reform on _the Rural Poor", Agritultural.
Finance Review, August, 1971. : R ’j R
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